Remarks 

This is responsive to the Office Action mailed August 7, 2009. The amendments 
ami accompanying remarks herein are proper, do not introduce new kmuck and r* onhvU 

« U , ^ n> ,vi 'f\ oh\ n, f made for reason or p ah) s r o sx » v 
to a rejection o\cr;> cited refereecc. 

x i vss^,>^' , «. rn!M>\'>d 

i I urn art J . c ^ ^ s \ t t , t l 

Oa>0 0? W v i ifuvUvu.i , n i\ i , h>d k.Us <^ >< 

^ ^ oa\! >4 <ju aJ h imatsick! ? 'K 5 <> 
the wall portion. 

Interview Summary Mailed Segterober ; 30, 2009 

The Interview Summary mailed 9/30/2009 makes mention of but does not provide a 
copy of m amendment suggested b\ the i HIl.ce to ob\ sate the standing rejections. 
Applicant respectfully requests that the Office supplement the Interview Summary with a 
copy of its suggested amendment in accordance with the intended procedure that all 
business of the Office be performed in writing. 5 

KdyUk^ u s nn^.i, 3-1.4, and 23 -22 

Claims t, 3-14, and 21-22 stand rejected as allegedly being indefinite under 35 
^ x i s s <. oui , anagraph. 

»>Mic< t>\ oJi i x > u there t tnuvctem biMMo 
1 ! - - * > v , , wite the 

.rejection, 

k^ N reg\ u\m >,, t o odea h he Ihjhvm ot 

the liner ^ Ygrf vam kr. canceled dv -Hopped Lmgau^ io o\<\ une the rvje.iion. 

Vp^ 1 * \v < ew U «w o Ukkx!" o dj'nsl: d" « 

all claims f e ■, - , m, -n h ?e esc- \ d ? ttu\- 



("a;m;> 1 and 3 stand rejected under Section 102(b) as allegedly being aruicq^ated by 
,S Pat No. 4.9.?S t 61I) 

Claim i 

- % - v . s X i \>di ,xm 

i \ ? a»xi u .wjnivi * 1 \ ,v vin JiNci.^o m. Imer -?54 hmin^me h>U> >x vk<kM 
in the bottom 266: 



FIG. 2 



s hne? n< ^ id * -b * ; i 
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* ^ N \ e uk„. - ^ s. u c , o f r t > } K f or ^ 

<■ O K^. i v \ , ^ , K 

snqn configured io ioiaK(mJM.^L!f±:-, °J secoev/ cod of the lime. ... However, claim I 
as previously presented also feat: -red v ioner surface having a.kote formed 
fh:eejh:oHgh, ... Hie skilled artisan readily recognizes that Nil's 'Inner surface" does noi 
? ^o ash 'ii.ok\ t' « \i -s umet 

suriace'" demies a hole but does not have a hole formed through It. Thai feature remains in 

i 5 * ! J i ' > J j ,m 

> nuiiah ^ < ? - v ' < < /? * <v ? 

\ : e:; ; >, n 5 i I ! t> i a . < i ^ > f , o . 1 

^ l< 1 V )<« , t > t OV! 

v^o v«' ^ v\ \ i m- , > ^ < v t, ^ s vKf ,s 0 |, ^ o r Cl 

- i* d > n\ >ab tar v e.oK! t V, e nuimv a, ean >u \ 

< - ■ - v e u s eieuat^e I n 

! ^ ^ ^ x\ m X 5 \p.v <s 

i < * di * i the iluahviou 

> v » hie lack of a prima. v showing of anticipation, Applicant has 
-uvilx. em s . enove Jn-is-iceie ,a dan; 

invo^..roj\MtKru^ s. „ ! , , - v * eaUmn k liner m {erm^ of 

v Ol'kS ) \t 

heumnhexmg dvoMish.ex o>^' VN - - sx^udS) nxp e^o ivwvwidesao -n 



and u i i j\s \\ <>{ fa. >uecn.en - lum 1 and (he . lauoc. depending tkuvirom ; \ k> i 
«'k eurm i ^ amend* is s < u it f e p d rcvouMderytUi. i k ' k dun h ( *t ^ 
ms no < >s * e \ idem i N c i a j , 

^ " a ^ ev ^ s \ ^ , \ , , v v j -> as , 

condition fos appeal. 

f N N N f M ;s ' k . I Jtii>-! , t f, t f [ I Uv 

reasons staied above, Nii neither discloses an Inner surface having a Ijnie formed 

h 'h a[ , ■) > 0«n - licKlih 
nor does s disclose , recircrJainm channel cxfendiw: done: the ' < ami aiomr die 
mennn ie- feainred by .nnended clean 3. Therefore, Applicant resn. ebedh requests 
,s > s ;M <j s I < i! of the rejection of ck\lm 3. 

Rejection ututer Section mjm of Claims ,1, 3, 6, 9-14, and 2K22 

Claims ?, 3, 6, 9-14, and 21-22 stand rejected as allcgedi> bona. >» t »: 
! sui (1 S >at No 5 924 i4 > >J x * 

(.Lav ; 

As discussed above .tor the Section 102 rejection over Nii, claim 1 recites a liner . . 
wherein Ihe liner includes . . . a second end, . . wherein the second end includes an inner 

■n v km is that Usui 

discloses a linen 5b): 



" <. >Uhx- Aebofi, p-> ; ;. 2-3. 
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SLEEVE MACHINING 
(CUTTING) 

'k >U >t v. M ,\ " P. I iJvl it k 1 ! >t ,v, O tv ( '1 

t \ o> k ,\ t < part > s coodiivred ;o ra^o^Li^al??:^::^ <■■'/ die second end of 
the liner.... However, claim 1 as previously presented i fraiim*! i mrt vo < 

t led artisan readily recognizes that Usui 5 s 
. « - i ^ . j n n ^ < !< ik i i\ J nm ! <. s ^ 

nnci ia< < i <ie h\ does «o| have a hole formed through it. That feature 
remains m the more particular l anguage of amended claim I in terms of //Tier 
,x<uw i! , ( , ( , iWv i ' l ';< i/vv.'.i' , pitm the wall the bottom havir, < - ; 

Again, Applicant was entitled to a complete action on the merits: 'the examination 

X O i V > l <. M ^ An 

<■ ' ^ i i i N, S }i K 

« X <>< ' ' ' '< ' < ^ , \ 1 !- J .v\ O f\U'Vl 0 

for x h ^ * in a ^\ , j v , * ,aar,<a^a « Applicant ' u, >u u jvctfully 
w c^-t: ;w i a iit»ft 5 reuvsio 

AAovahsaaainig the lack of a prima facie showing of obviousness, Applicant has 
<x - - v u-'onvvotiuAi. 

». ^ v ? cms e sk <so i m I 

v hdrav>; > (o<ck\s o aim an-Jihcck ,.ep, j e?euom in vie* oi the 
s ^ \ " - ( > -iv.o^t iv tao r , Kn tli^ 

:?U-R » Si ;cu ; ••• ... 
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not substantiated evidence mat Usui teaches all the features of claim ! leaves an unresolved 
issue that must he > before it can be said that this ease is » condition for appeal 



Claim 3 

^ !lt >' ! > kUvtete s v - . n v , .{ otnfe \clanu 1 an?, to 
cure the deikieney of Nil regarding at least an mner surface having < Jjim£d 

^vtt , v )0 t^pu^r, i<sf t ionU\ t irk'MKk As 
l^s,,el , ^ x - o' m ^ * ' ^u-oog thr thceacd 

^feseeecs i\\ cethco k:u.h «l tU j.s ^ ho 5 u \ppb.»ri 
K j v ts t . « d it enci *\ tUelj.co,, t; ofsrv i^'io i n i t * 3. 

Clapggg 

Claim 6 stands rejected on the basis of the same rationale as claim I } Usui tails to 

v « v. X <• v " v X > <.< SK * 

- uodK >o \ tatted claim I from which claim 6 depends As 
< theOO \m faikd o substa teoi ess b ot showu hat the citt 
references, alone ot together, teach all the features of claim 6, Therefore, Applicant 
a *> ! ^ e<j \nm> ( (>Mhi oe >d ^ t o ' e! b tv.au <. j v tn 6. 



nd K) 

I 1 - a, <u v ej on the basis oJ s ic e as claim] si 

>e <, , , < < \ * s twww V a fe« A & <> , <> 

<htjijl' - N . > - x r v ^ . s p % to \ ^ < t i , 

1 - >■ f V , v ^ , s S S t ) 

N U - + v- iv ,A , ^ \ v , ,\ - 5 u ' u, (hhtns IhetUotc 
and 10, 



v t V Xf V 

:> Office Action, gg. 6. 
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Claim 1 1 

Claim ! 1 stands rejected on the basis of the same rationale as claim ?. 10 Usui Mh 

b » 1 1 ok neienes of \ » ;tee.rdme. .a so is. »„ * , „ t44 , , t , „ 

tel^iM^t *w *u dfopn I claim Irom vv hki ■ eh; nl ip 

Xs N - * K v " s s v * , P K ) mil sb>v!l J J 

K i I \j plu « If 

v v etluo ^ « s v , ^ iv .uf f t ni i 

Claim 12 

Claim 12 stands rejected on the basis of the sanu? mho-pal s vi . , 
( ure tils deiii ie«< < of Nil n garding at least ,?> 

' <^ s n Ov » s t > * \ o p.vsv s, , s t vuttb ^ , m " d pu\ 
x C K , ! i ii • <, > j Ms. >(m\n <n ,dsw i h 

the cited references teach all the features of the rejected claims. Therefore, Applicant 
respectfully requests reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 12. 

Claim 13 

Claim 13 stands rejected on the basis oft ie same rationale as claim 1 " I sui rails 

i K. v \ ! t « I v ,s » tv ,> 

> ><<> w s v , oei ^ ,< ^ -.on oto 1 claim i fmmwMd cla v 1 3 depends 
^ sue s the Office h es felled to substantiate j rim a facie obviousness b> not showing that 
he i etesv.K c* t ! c * \ \ amis hu close \pplicairt 

< * i b us t mal of the reject so claim 13 

CfejmJJ 

^ M - - s< k <> m , ,. , v a v m 1 v ^ i, 

" Office 'v'u>-i, pg. 6. 
!: Office Action, pg. 6. 

0< O n Av t 
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''Mm l I * afurei bj evi ese , m KK kb claim I depe Is 

\ such. ] v i bike < k;kb u> , ikunn.-u- --.in,- ; a 50 1 \j t <. s \\ 50 ho * i i < t 
me ebod refeiuuvsU-aoh ab the fcvUK , ■? < s dJoinu iercbxx ^ppka 

•Cspuvtl il fCvpiOMs Cv i S V ^ , ^ „\ ^ , * t. V <. l< O J j 

a - - 

Claims 2 and 22 jsuj e 1 Jo kh ss he amc utiomte as claim 14 
Usui fails to cum ;deikionov . \ m a at ^u » v., s; \ <tt a.."^ . A>b 
*<*< <'« < < . au.'v. In , a f 50 ~ * Jn ts A 

22 depend. As such, the Office has feiJed to substantiate prima facie obviousness by not 
showing thai the ea;.al o.etu^ > \ ihe features of the reje< e< ns >o « ore 
Applicant respectful equests reeonss j n and drawal of the rejection of claims 21 
and 22. 

Rejection ..Section 103(8* of Claims .1,3, ami 6-8 

Claims 1, 3 : . and 6-8 stand rejected as allegedly being unpatentable over Tanaka 
(U.S Pub. No. 2001/0022869} in light of Nib 

Claim 1 

As discussed above, claim 1 as previously presented reeded a liner , . . wherein the 
liner includes ... a second end . . . % herein the second end includes on inner surface 

beOi;k &v k ion s that Tan J e> 

liner (12): 
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FIG. 1 





















v. . ... | * 


Hp! 


>:t\>. ■ 


ifa 









i v ! of I uuaka i u rv up < ^ o s m c> ! U inner m u of dre liner in 
eoordanee wi j. the Office's ion, hfx ise c iim 1 as pnrviousiy pt < < $1 

Ife liner.... However, claim 1 as previously presented also featured an inner surface 
having > < > » , . I „ s j Bed artisan e idt u recognizes that i aoaka's 

* > a i , . n ,Ov >s;< e> ^ p tush 

P nted t lain) i ; 1 anaka's "irme? surface' defines a hole but does not have a hole formed 
through it. That feature remains in the more parficul i 1 r 
erms of //?<? hm < N bottom < ; , * » » » < - t < , <, v , ? 

X > " it i's v. i I , v 0 ^ < > ' )v f \ K W , I 

\ ^ vi s< Lu u J As 

shown above, the Office's examination is incornoleje tor fading to consider ail of the 
Jmenxl aannov case s fof a-r not mI>, \. a, -tun; t n .donee that I .on dndo^s a: kw-a an 
anu-r surface h,n n;<> a hob- rornn ;0'a .n ttuv^b \s suck, die ihu) fejeedon is premature 
- t - ^' < t ^ v \ S < , , , X <. „ tMu ,il 

^ 5 a es, \| , v \t s 
- - - ! - - v „ ncv . < - , .now i „ ;^\> 



15 



u i'iuij remi owh: reject K<! i of claim 1 and d?e ekh n> » q<es J ;>e i refrom hi \ iow oi the 

^ „ , K k n i i tv . M,hli KM 

^ K C^V'kt M v , f H \ UiOs' ilifllMcv ^ 

mnesoked i^uo that mu e be addressed Kibre i i . said thai ih - a^ is in cmkluion 
Claim 3 

Claim 3 stands rejected on the basis of the same rationale as claim Tanaka .fails 
,c . k oofr ic \ ^ , >< « Vast art »»» * 

■ '* « . ^ Matured bj previously presented claim .1 from which claim 3 depends. As 

! .e . i > uhstamiate prim facie h\ usness fe lot showing that k 
died references teach ail the features of the rejected claim. Therefore. Applicant 
- d * i » n«ir«\a! of the rejection of claim 3. 

QMm.J> 

Claim 6 stands rejected on the basis of the same rationale as claim I." Tanafca fails 
to euro *hv >vf o o \ « , , s - ><,<.< w ' <, 

!e m tJ e\ p,c< i sl v > presented claim 1 from which claim 6 depends. As 
^e \ K*', > \ om > i ?e | \ k ob'vUH u = s n t sfercan hat the 

1 v - < a k o .eted claims v p t 

v-n \x. > v s u > <m vi «\. and k u%>«d if k reiccth-n of claim <> 

v ^ 1 ! ^ - v a i s | araha ai s 

lo cure the cc < , of Ne regarding at least > irmcr surfya* haying a fefe for -wed 

, « vfe^ , UM< 's ! >!v ?u h 'on \nuiii)i\l As 

x ^ 1 k h , Xe i k » e - , it v ,v\ t.> t k - > f > I _ \t the 



!6 Office Action, 
'Office Action, 
:s Office Action, 
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cited n ferences teach ill the features of the rejected claims I herefore, Applicant 
Claim H 

Claim 8 stands rejected on the basis of the same rationale as claim Id* Tanaka Mk 
it n 1 ^ c v e o \ j v ,, ea-. j< < m , \ , , > y ^> x> 

< i iutihi" oh oi* c>t S ep to As 

v\altoo',\,^ „ub i! k,>, eso K e^.v ^a he~eu> e \f ttv„ 
re ?pectfuih requests re* on dderation and withdrawal of the rejection of claim 8. 

Claims 4 and 5 stand rejected as allegedly being unpatentable over Tanaka in light 
of N'ii as applied to claims I and 3, and in further view of I i icons h (U.S. Pat No, 
5,51.6,21.2). Tiieomb tails to cure the deficiency of Tanaka and Nil regarding at least an 
' <*> «"/«• >"<< > vn v a o ^ ucu^oT p es, nod claim 

I from which, claims 4 and 5 depend. As such, the Office has failed to substantiate prima 
fbeie obviousness by not showing that the cited references teach all the features of the 
rejected claims. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests reconsideration md withdrawal 

K . aih Ua > s I v 

Coj elusioa 

u^ < x , - , ><> \ v Office \e j , \uuum i^ > l \j ?Ik U 

ion- alafo c, p. ^pe d r > ,e s .s v\ 

Applicant i also suhoitt-.d hci^nh a !vqiiOM iortckph»«iK uu«:r\ sew if after 
* i k. v <. t f t ? « n i 

cond a for a! ic< he pre quested interview is neces d pi >pi < te 

best facilitate progress on the merits and to resolve, if necessary, the unresolved issues 
identified herein making bus case not in condition for appeal, 

t 
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1.iie Office is encouraged to contact the undersigned should any question arise 



: Jg „ \ ,„_ggr>l 

v . w u>on\o >S,794 

5k. 1 'onh} ! ao s. sroup 
512 Northwest 12 th Street 

\ > *k i» s 3 < N 

) .877,654,6052 or 405.639,3082 
r}H:car;hyjpiaiv.com 



